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ABSTRAK 
 
 
Industri kraftangan di Thailand adalah satu kurniaan unik yang melambangkan 
warisan kebudayaan kebangsaan dan tradisi seni halus yang menakjubkan. 
Walaubagaimanapun, promosi setempat untuk produk ini tidak dijalankan 
secara meluas untuk mencerminkan budaya Thailand melalui ekuiti jenama 
yang terbaik. Hanya 23% daripada industri kecil dan sederhana (IKS) yang 
mempunyai jenama sendiri sedangkan 77% yang lain tidak. Kesetiaan jenama 
telah disifatkan sebagai penengah dalam kajian ini kerana peranan penengah 
masih belum ketahui di dalam industri kraftangan. Oleh itu, tujuan penyelidikan 
ini adalah untuk mengesahkan secara empirikal penentu ekuiti jenama untuk 
IKS kraftangan dari perspektif pengguna di Thailand. Objektif spesifik kajian 
ini adalah tiga: (1) untuk memeriksa peramal ekuiti jenama, (2) untuk 
menentukan peramal kesetiaan jenama, dan (3) untuk menyelidik kesan 
penengah kesetiaan jenama. Instrumen kajiselidik terdiri daripada 15 
pembolehubah terpendam dan 70 item. Melalui kajiselidik kuantitatif, 500 
soalselidik telah diedarkan kepada pelanggan yang datang ke outlet pengeluar 
di lima daerah di Thailand. Soalselidik dikembalikan adalah 419 mewakili 84 
peratus kadar sambutan. Data dianalisis menggunakan kaedah analisis model 
persamaan struktur yang menghasilkan empat perhubungan signifikan: (1) 
kesetiaan jenama adalah berhubung positif dengan ekuiti jenama, (2) kepuasan 
adalah berhubung positif dengan ekuiti jenama, (3) kelebihan daya saing 
berhubung secara positif dengan kesetiaan jenama dan (4) kesetiaan jenama 
adalah penengah penuh diantara hubungan kelebihan daya saing dengan ekuiti 
jenama. Adalah mustahak pelanggan kraftangan menjadi setia kepada satu-satu 
jenama apabila mereka mengetahui tentang jenama (kesedaran jenama), imej 
jenama,  melihat tawaran sebagai produk berkualiti, ada perkaitan jenama dan 
akhirnya membangunkan kesetiaan jenama. Kraftangan Thai mesti 
mewujudkan imej jenama, melaksanakan kempen kesedaran jenama berterusan, 
supaya pelanggan seluruh dunia akan membina kepercayaan kepada produk 
kraftangan Thai.   
 
 
Katakunci: Ekuiti jenama, kesetiaan jenama, kraftangan, kelebihan daya saing, 
Thailand. 
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ABSTRACT 
The handicraft industry in Thailand is uniquely endowed with fascinating 
cultural national heritage and fine artistic traditions. However, local promotions 
of these products are not rigorously conducted to reflect Thailand’s culture 
through proper brand equity. Only 23% of them have their own brand name 
whereas the other 77% do not. Brand loyalty is treated as a mediator in this 
study since its mediating role is unknown in the handicraft industry. Hence, this 
study aims to empirically verify the determinants of brand equity for SME 
handicrafts and to examine the mediating role of brand loyalty as perceived by 
customers in Thailand. The specific objectives of the study are three-folds: (1) 
to examine the predictors of brand equity (2) to determine the predictors of 
brand loyalty and (3) to investigate the mediating effect of brand loyalty. The 
survey instrument consists of 15 latent variables and 70 items. Through 
quantitative survey, 500 questionnaires were distributed to customers of 
handicraft at producers’ outlets in five regions in Thailand. The returned 
questionnaires were 419 representing 84 percent response rate. The data were 
analyzed using structural equation modeling analysis method which produces 
four significant relationships: (1) brand loyalty is positively related to brand 
equity (H1); (2) satisfaction is positively related to brand equity (H2); (3) 
competitive advantage is positively related to brand loyalty (H6); and (4) brand 
loyalty mediates fully the relationship between competitive advantage and 
brand equity (H9). It is imperative that handicraft consumers are loyal to a 
brand once they know about the brand (brand awareness), capture brand image, 
perceived the offering as quality product, have brand association and finally 
develop brand trust. The Thai handicraft product must establish its brand image, 
performed continuous brand awareness campaign, so that customers around the 
world will build their trust in Thai handicraft products.  
 
 
Keywords: Brand equity, brand loyalty, handicraft, competitive advantage, 
Thailand. 
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1
CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
1.0 Preface 
The chapter discusses brand equity issues to provide the background to the 
study. The chapter then narrows down to the problem statement, research 
questions, research objectives, justification of research, new contribution, 
scope of the study and definition of key variables. Finally, this chapter ends 
with presentation of organization of the chapters.  
 
1.1 Background of Study 
Handicraft industry is a lucrative business in Thailand, which generates a total 
income of USD 1,866, representing 2.7% of the national Gross domestic 
product-GDP (Sriprasert, 2015). Despite the valuable contribution of handicraft 
industry to Thailand’s economy (GDP), brand equity of handicraft products is 
still non-existent. Only about 30 percent of handicraft market players such as 
handicraft producers and resellers have brand equity.  
 
Thailand’s handicraft industry has two main players: the producers and the 
reseller markets. Handicrafts are first produced by the small and medium 
enterprises (SME) in the suburbs, hereafter is called producers. Produced 
handicrafts are then sold to resellers or wholesalers or direct to tourists. Based 
on information from Thailand handicraft producers, there are approximately 
The contents of 
the thesis is for 
internal user 
only 
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THE DETERMINANTS OF BRAND EQUITY IN HANDICRAFT SME IN 
THAILAND 
 
Dear Respondents, 
 
I am a Ph.D student at Othman Yeop Abdullah Graduate School of Business, 
Universiti Utara Malaysia (UUM), Sintok, Kedah, Malaysia. I am now in the process 
of collecting the final data for my thesis entitled “The determinants of brand equity in 
handicraft in SME in Thailand”. The purpose of this study is to collect information 
regarding brand equity perception for handicraft products in Thailand. 
 
 
I would appreciate if you could spare some time and thought in completing this 
questionnaire. I hope that you would co-operate in completing the questionnaire with 
the best of your ability. 
 
 
This questionnaire consists of two sections. Section one consists of questions about 
your demographic profile and part two about your perception towards handicraft 
product branding. Your response will be treated as confidential and used for research 
purposes only. There is no right or wrong answer. 
 
 
Thank you for your willingness to participate in this study. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Weerawan  Marangkun 
E-mail address:  wewiene1958@hotmail.com 
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Section 1 : Respondent Profiles 
(This section intends to get information about the respondents’ demographic 
background). Please tick in box on the best answer according to your information. 
1.  Gender  
   Male                         Female 
2.  Age ………………..… years 
3.  Marital status   
   Single      Married   
   Separated                Divorce 
4.  Monthly income   
   Less than 5,000 Baht         5,001-10,000  Baht 
   10,001-15,000  Baht          15,001- 20,000  Baht                           
   20,001-25,000  Baht            25,001- 30,000  Baht 
   30,001-35,000  Baht            More than 35,001  Baht 
5.  Level of Education  
   Less than secondary school         Secondary school            
   Some college/Diploma              Bachelor Degree      
   Master or Doctoral Degree   Other (please specify)…………….. 
6.  Occupations   
   Housewife                Business owner/Entrepreneur 
   Government officer          Private company employee 
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   Student        Others (please specify)…………….. 
7.  What are reasons affecting your decision in buying handicrafts? (You can 
check more that 1 choice.) 
    To take home decorate       To commemorate  
   Design       Quality of product    
  Appearance/image of product   Reasonably priced 
    Supporting local businesses    Others (please specify)………… 
  
Section 2 : Brand equity 
(This section intends to get information about brand equity of Thai handicrafts). 
Please tick in box for the best answer according to your knowledge. 
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BAw1 I can recognize the product among competing 
brand. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BAw2 Some characteristics of the product come to 
my mind quickly. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BAw3 I know what the product looks like. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BAw4 I can remember this brand in a category. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BAw5 I am acquainted with this brand. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BAs1 I have no difficulty in imagining this product 
in my mind. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BAs2 I can quickly recall the logo of this product. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BAs3 I am proud to buy this product brand. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BAs4 I always talk positive about this brand. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BAs5 It is appropriate to describe the product 
offered by this brand “up-market”  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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PQ1 I think this product has a very good quality. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
PQ2 I think the brand offers products with 
excellent features. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
PQ3 This brand offers very durable products. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
PQ4 This brand is stable and reliable. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
PQ5 This brand is easy to use and comfortable. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BT1 I have empathy with this brand. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BT2 I know the product competitors of this brand. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BT3 I feel that I completely trust this brand and its 
products. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BT4 When I see a display I believe the product is 
suitable.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BT5 There is no reason for us to be suspicious of 
the product. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BI1 This brand completely satisfies my needs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BI2 This product is outstanding style. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BI3 It has a different image from other handicraft 
brands. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BI4 The product has a long history. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BI5 The brand has a very clean image. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BL1 I regularly buy the same handicraft brand. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BL2 I would recommend this handicraft to others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BL3 This handicraft would be my first choice. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BL4 I will continue to use this brand because I am 
satisfied and acquainted with the brand of this 
handicraft. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BL5 I will use this brand in spite of competitors 
deal. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BL6 I would not switch to other luxury handicraft 
for the next time. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BL7 I would not buy other brands, if this 
handicraft is not available at the store. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BL8 I consider myself to be loyal for this product. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Sat1 I am completely satisfied with the product 
of this firm. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sat2 This product meets my pre-purchase 
expectation.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sat3 I am happy about the decision to choose 
this product. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sat4 I believe that it is a right thing to purchase 
this product. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sat5 I would be choosing from the same set of 
product options on my next purchase 
occasion. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
LC1 I prefer this product because price below 
competitors. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
LC2 This product reduces operations costs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
LC3 This product reduces the cost of servicing 
the customer. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
LC4 It’s likely that product is reliable and low 
cost. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
LC5 I think this product would be very low 
functionally. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
UD4 Its products have one unique feature. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
UD5 The product has a unique combination of 
features. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Or1 Design benefits from platform sharing. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Or2 Design OK, but brand loses meaning with 
platform sharing. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Or3 Design hurt by supplier weakness.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Or4 The product is a originality from the place 
that is good in its designing 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Or5 The product is originality from the place 
that is creative in its craftsman. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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PL1 I think good looking packages. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
PL2 Packaging, it has honest value. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
PL3 A package is designed specially to products. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
PL4 This product it has label of detail value. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
PL5 
I think the label has good color and 
graphics. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Dis1 Displays for this product are frequent. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Dis2 This brand is intensively displayed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Dis3 Displays for this product are more expensive 
than displays for competing brands. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Dis4 I know this product has attractive in-shop 
promotion. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Dis5 This product has an attractive window 
display that draws me to shop inside. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
Thank you for your cooperation 
P1 This product must be of very good 
quality. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
P2 This product would be very high function. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
P3 I like product because one can find the 
broadest range of product 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
P4 
I have a preference for product because it 
provides the deepest specialized 
assortments. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
P5 This product is beautifully designed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
DF1 
Compared to competing brands, this 
product is stocked in more stores. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
DF2 
The number of stores selling this product 
is higher than the number of stores selling 
competing brands. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
DF3 
This product is distributed through as 
many stores as possible. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
DF4 
More stores sell product, as compared to 
its competing brands. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
DF5 
This store offer products with excellent 
features. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix C 
Descriptive Profile 
 
 
Sex 
 Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid male 158 37.9 37.9 37.9 
female 259 62.1 62.1 100.0 
Total 417 100.0 100.0  
 
 
 
Age 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1 14 3.4 3.4 3.4 
2 143 34.3 34.3 37.6 
3 158 37.9 37.9 75.5 
4 75 18.0 18.0 93.5 
5 25 6.0 6.0 99.5 
6 2 .5 .5 100.0 
Total 417 100.0 100.0  
 
 
 
Status 
 Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Single 145 34.8 34.8 34.8 
Married 251 60.2 60.2 95.0 
Separated 10 2.4 2.4 97.4 
Divorce 11 2.6 2.6 100.0 
Total 417 100.0 100.0  
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Occ 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Housewife 29 7.0 7.0 7.0 
Business 
owner/Entrepreneur 
121 29.0 29.0 36.0 
Government officer 108 25.9 25.9 61.9 
Private company 
employee 
136 32.6 32.6 94.5 
Student 12 2.9 2.9 97.4 
Others 11 2.6 2.6 100.0 
Total 417 100.0 100.0  
 
Edu 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid less than secondary 
school 
6 1.4 1.4 1.4 
Secondary school 28 6.7 6.7 8.2 
Diploma 93 22.3 22.3 30.5 
Bachelor Degree 234 56.1 56.1 86.6 
Master or Doctoral 
degree 
56 13.4 13.4 100.0 
Total 417 100.0 100.0  
 
Inc 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Less than 5,000 Baht 5 1.2 1.2 1.2 
5,001-10,000 Baht 87 20.9 20.9 22.1 
10,001-15,000 Baht 116 27.8 27.8 49.9 
15,001-20,000 Baht 94 22.5 22.5 72.4 
20,001-25,000 Baht 62 14.9 14.9 87.3 
25,001-30,000 Baht 32 7.7 7.7 95.0 
30,001-35,000 Baht 9 2.2 2.2 97.1 
More than 35,001 Baht 12 2.9 2.9 100.0 
Total 417 100.0 100.0  
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Appendix D 
 Z-scores for all items 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics      
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  BL1 417 -1.93959 1.74946 -.0375627 .93369541 bl1 
Zscore:  BL2 417 -2.24874 1.67834 .0043872 .98025705 tbl2 
Zscore:  BL3 417 -2.29174 2.52517 -.0045742 .96296699 tbl3 
Zscore:  BL4 417 -1.39300 2.39433 .0261163 .98065370 tbl4 
Zscore:  BL5 417 -2.37306 2.44400 .0250705 .95900385 tbl5 
Zscore:  BL6 417 -2.31382 2.53585 .1005498 1.02237848 tbl6 
Zscore:  BL7 417 -2.13852 2.69060 .0340070 .99110378 tbl7 
Zscore:  BL8 417 -1.36643 2.52574 -.0130354 .98384274 tbl8 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics      
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  BAw1 417 -2.62292 2.47506 .0259073 .89078611 tbaw1 
Zscore:  BAw2 417 -2.67011 2.36669 .0012855 .95123405 tbaw2 
Zscore:  BAw3 417 -3.39894 2.39347 .0390036 .94747141 tbaw3 
Zscore:  BAw4 417 -3.14078 2.21983 .0280250 .88841448 tbaw4 
Zscore:  BAw5 417 -2.69420 2.26694 -.0510370 .96607302 tbaw5 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics      
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  BAs1 417 -2.30810 2.54593 -.0009817 .90045147 tbas1 
Zscore:  BAs2 417 -2.52736 2.33846 -.0536100 .97025199 tbas2 
Zscore:  BAs3 417 -2.99708 2.41287 .1165619 .91813114 tbas3 
Zscore:  BAs4 417 -3.10650 2.33655 .0936330 .90053546 tbas4 
Zscore:  BAs5 417 -3.58045 2.26993 .0158233 .94588135 tbas5 
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Descriptive Statistics      
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  PQ1 417 -3.52184 2.22021 .0147284 .89066309 tpq1 
Zscore:  PQ2 417 -2.69967 2.15739 -.0579855 .90388315 tpq2 
Zscore:  PQ3 417 -3.84584 2.17268 .0077478 .99771170 tpq3 
Zscore:  PQ4 417 -3.50558 2.22664 -.0735805 .93996769 tpq4 
Zscore:  PQ5 417 -2.58756 2.32828 -.0506578 .95628187 tpq5 
 
 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics      
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  BT1 417 -3.38232 2.39495 .0258541 .98303290 tbt1 
Zscore:  BT2 417 -3.45757 2.36611 .0198828 1.01776106 tbt2 
Zscore:  BT3 417 -2.36196 2.05268 -.0240716 .94956129 tbt3 
Zscore:  BT4 417 -3.39811 2.51199 -.0155105 .91687759 tbt4 
Zscore:  BT5 417 -3.23057 2.20873 -.1152557 .92655744 tbt5 
 
 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics      
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  BI1 417 -3.09455 2.14724 .0031918 1.02194116 tbi1 
Zscore:  BI2 417 -3.02860 2.29670 -.0047110 1.00340887 tbi2 
Zscore:  BI3 417 -3.16464 2.08089 .0118991 .99421010 tbi3 
Zscore:  BI4 417 -3.03649 2.16992 .0064281 1.00271808 tbi4 
Zscore:  BI5 417 -3.35319 2.13385 .0078058 .99813729 Tbi5 
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Descriptive Statistics      
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  BI1 417 -3.09455 2.14724 .0031918 1.02194116 tbi1 
Zscore:  BI2 417 -3.02860 2.29670 -.0047110 1.00340887 tbi2 
Zscore:  BI3 417 -3.16464 2.08089 .0118991 .99421010 tbi3 
Zscore:  BI4 417 -3.03649 2.16992 .0064281 1.00271808 tbi4 
Zscore:  BI5 417 -3.35319 2.13385 .0078058 .99813729 Tbi5 
 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics      
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  LC1 417 -2.36042 1.98466 .0100499 1.00599244 tlc1 
Zscore:  LC2 417 -2.09625 2.09289 -.0028115 .99804409 tlc2 
Zscore:  LC3 417 -2.83400 2.13354 .0001285 1.01290971 tlc3 
Zscore:  LC4 417 -2.82056 1.94093 -.0109400 1.01336967 tlc4 
Zscore:  LC5 417 -2.97077 1.98088 .0100086 1.00377831 tlc5 
 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics      
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  UD4 417 -1.89348 2.22782 -.0016819 .99618672 tud4 
Zscore:  UD5 417 -2.72580 2.32048 .0161010 1.01008757 tud5 
Zscore:  Ori1 417 -2.83382 2.58015 .0069351 1.00853014 tori1 
Zscore:  Ori2 417 -1.91746 2.51155 .0045643 1.00117950 tori2 
Zscore:  Ori3 417 -1.88952 2.37990 .0127326 .99714691 tori3 
Zscore:  Ori4 417 -1.97868 2.40469 .0180594 .99305980 tori4 
Zscore:  Ori5 417 -2.76494 2.32019 .0049251 1.00387832 tori5 
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Descriptive Statistics      
  N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Tranformed 
Zscore:  P1 417 -2.45748 2.20372 -.0054270 1.02018852 tp1 
Zscore:  P2 417 -2.71366 2.37317 .0091453 1.00621640 tp2 
Zscore:  P3 417 -3.39129 2.31861 -.0066462 1.00299843 tp3 
Zscore:  P4 417 -3.11303 2.09706 .0092745 .99181832 tp4 
Zscore:  P5 417 -2.60664 2.16386 -.0135098 1.00557409 tp5 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics      
  N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Tranformed 
Zscore:  P1 417 -2.45748 2.20372 -.0054270 1.02018852 tp1 
Zscore:  P2 417 -2.71366 2.37317 .0091453 1.00621640 tp2 
Zscore:  P3 417 -3.39129 2.31861 -.0066462 1.00299843 tp3 
Zscore:  P4 417 -3.11303 2.09706 .0092745 .99181832 tp4 
Zscore:  P5 417 -2.60664 2.16386 -.0135098 1.00557409 tp5 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics      
  N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Tranformed 
Zscore:  PL1 417 -2.33431 2.27873 .0032958 1.00287628 tpl1 
Zscore:  PL2 417 -2.32497 2.15890 .0126455 1.00451643 tpl2 
Zscore:  PL3 417 -2.42925 2.20389 .0215730 1.00796016 tpl3 
Zscore:  PL4 417 -2.24605 2.10058 -.0034152 1.00644676 tpl4 
Zscore:  PL5 417 -2.21873 2.12568 .0003135 1.01248633 tpl5 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics      
  N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Tranformed 
Zscore:  Dis1 417 -2.65513 2.41098 .0065123 1.00116294 tdis1 
Zscore:  Dis2 417 -2.75455 2.42193 .0080971 1.01503133 tdis2 
Zscore:  Dis3 417 -2.55670 2.34036 .0040288 1.00609663 tdis3 
Zscore:  Dis4 417 -2.84495 2.33209 .0133565 .98591152 tdis4 
Zscore:  Dis5 417 -2.65192 2.26570 .0101379 1.02120695 tdis5 
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Appendix E 
 
Factor Analysis 
 
 
 
Rotated Component Matrix
a
 
 
Component 
1 2 3 
Ori5 .727   
UD4 .677   
Ori1 .664   
UD5 .584   
Ori4 .532   
Ori3 .490   
Ori2 .399   
LC2  .747  
LC4  .728  
LC3  .622  
LC5  .571  
LC1  .510 .468 
Sat2   .652 
Sat3   .632 
Sat5   .619 
Sat1   .611 
Sat4   .493 
Extraction Method: Principal Component 
Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser 
Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations. 
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KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .711 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 186.226 
df 10 
Sig. .000 
 
 
 
Total Variance Explained 
Compo
nent 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulati
ve % Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulati
ve % Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulati
ve % 
1 3.120 18.353 18.353 3.120 18.353 18.353 2.634 15.496 15.496 
2 2.335 13.734 32.087 2.335 13.734 32.087 2.175 12.794 28.291 
3 1.518 8.932 41.019 1.518 8.932 41.019 2.164 12.728 41.019 
4 .982 5.777 46.796       
5 .970 5.708 52.505       
6 .928 5.459 57.964       
7 .872 5.132 63.095       
8 .843 4.957 68.052       
9 .797 4.689 72.741       
10 .720 4.236 76.977       
11 .687 4.043 81.020       
12 .619 3.644 84.664       
13 .616 3.623 88.287       
14 .568 3.343 91.630       
15 .522 3.072 94.703       
16 .458 2.696 97.398       
17 .442 2.602 100.000       
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Rotated Component Matrix
a
 
 
Component 
1 2 3 4 
PL1 .767    
PL2 .722    
PL3 .717    
PL4 .697    
Dis2  .732   
Dis3  .695   
Dis4  .690   
Dis1  .669   
P3   .671  
P2   .632  
P1   .531  
P5   .516  
DF4    .661 
DF5    .633 
DF3    .592 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 
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KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .698 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 744.086 
df 105 
Sig. .000 
 
 
 
 
Total Variance Explained 
Compo
nent 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulati
ve % Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulati
ve % Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulati
ve % 
1 2.467 16.445 16.445 2.467 16.445 16.445 2.245 14.964 14.964 
2 2.006 13.376 29.821 2.006 13.376 29.821 2.044 13.627 28.591 
3 1.450 9.668 39.489 1.450 9.668 39.489 1.496 9.971 38.562 
4 1.201 8.009 47.498 1.201 8.009 47.498 1.340 8.936 47.498 
5 .977 6.510 54.008       
6 .868 5.785 59.793       
7 .852 5.680 65.474       
8 .811 5.407 70.881       
9 .786 5.240 76.121       
10 .747 4.982 81.103       
11 .690 4.600 85.703       
12 .641 4.270 89.973       
13 .564 3.759 93.732       
14 .492 3.280 97.013       
15 .448 2.987 100.000       
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Appendix F 
 
Normality 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  BL1 417 -1.93959 1.74946 -.0375627 .93369541 bl1 
Zscore:  BL2 417 -2.24874 1.67834 .0043872 .98025705 tbl2 
Zscore:  BL3 417 -2.29174 2.52517 -.0045742 .96296699 tbl3 
Zscore:  BL4 417 -1.39300 2.39433 .0261163 .98065370 tbl4 
Zscore:  BL5 417 -2.37306 2.44400 .0250705 .95900385 tbl5 
Zscore:  BL6 417 -2.31382 2.53585 .1005498 1.02237848 tbl6 
Zscore:  BL7 417 -2.13852 2.69060 .0340070 .99110378 tbl7 
Zscore:  BL8 417 -1.36643 2.52574 -.0130354 .98384274 tbl8 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  BAw1 417 -2.62292 2.47506 .0259073 .89078611 tbaw1 
Zscore:  BAw2 417 -2.67011 2.36669 .0012855 .95123405 tbaw2 
Zscore:  BAw3 417 -3.39894 2.39347 .0390036 .94747141 tbaw3 
Zscore:  BAw4 417 -3.14078 2.21983 .0280250 .88841448 tbaw4 
Zscore:  BAw5 417 -2.69420 2.26694 -.0510370 .96607302 tbaw5 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  BAs1 417 -2.30810 2.54593 -.0009817 .90045147 tbas1 
Zscore:  BAs2 417 -2.52736 2.33846 -.0536100 .97025199 tbas2 
Zscore:  BAs3 417 -2.99708 2.41287 .1165619 .91813114 tbas3 
Zscore:  BAs4 417 -3.10650 2.33655 .0936330 .90053546 tbas4 
Zscore:  BAs5 417 -3.58045 2.26993 .0158233 .94588135 tbas5 
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Descriptive Statistics 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
 Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  PQ1 417 -3.52184 2.22021 .0147284 .89066309 tpq1 
Zscore:  PQ2 417 -2.69967 2.15739 -.0579855 .90388315 tpq2 
Zscore:  PQ3 417 -3.84584 2.17268 .0077478 .99771170 tpq3 
Zscore:  PQ4 417 -3.50558 2.22664 -.0735805 .93996769 tpq4 
Zscore:  PQ5 417 -2.58756 2.32828 -.0506578 .95628187 tpq5 
 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  BT1 417 -3.38232 2.39495 .0258541 .98303290 tbt1 
Zscore:  BT2 417 -3.45757 2.36611 .0198828 1.01776106 tbt2 
Zscore:  BT3 417 -2.36196 2.05268 -.0240716 .94956129 tbt3 
Zscore:  BT4 417 -3.39811 2.51199 -.0155105 .91687759 tbt4 
Zscore:  BT5 417 -3.23057 2.20873 -.1152557 .92655744 tbt5 
 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  BI1 417 -3.09455 2.14724 .0031918 1.02194116 tbi1 
Zscore:  BI2 417 -3.02860 2.29670 -.0047110 1.00340887 tbi2 
Zscore:  BI3 417 -3.16464 2.08089 .0118991 .99421010 tbi3 
Zscore:  BI4 417 -3.03649 2.16992 .0064281 1.00271808 tbi4 
Zscore:  BI5 417 -3.35319 2.13385 .0078058 .99813729 Tbi5 
 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  BI1 417 -3.09455 2.14724 .0031918 1.02194116 tbi1 
Zscore:  BI2 417 -3.02860 2.29670 -.0047110 1.00340887 tbi2 
Zscore:  BI3 417 -3.16464 2.08089 .0118991 .99421010 tbi3 
Zscore:  BI4 417 -3.03649 2.16992 .0064281 1.00271808 tbi4 
Zscore:  BI5 417 -3.35319 2.13385 .0078058 .99813729 Tbi5 
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Descriptive Statistics 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  LC1 417 -2.36042 1.98466 .0100499 1.00599244 tlc1 
Zscore:  LC2 417 -2.09625 2.09289 -.0028115 .99804409 tlc2 
Zscore:  LC3 417 -2.83400 2.13354 .0001285 1.01290971 tlc3 
Zscore:  LC4 417 -2.82056 1.94093 -.0109400 1.01336967 tlc4 
Zscore:  LC5 417 -2.97077 1.98088 .0100086 1.00377831 tlc5 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Tranformed 
Zscore:  UD4 417 -1.89348 2.22782 -.0016819 .99618672 tud4 
Zscore:  UD5 417 -2.72580 2.32048 .0161010 1.01008757 tud5 
Zscore:  Ori1 417 -2.83382 2.58015 .0069351 1.00853014 tori1 
Zscore:  Ori2 417 -1.91746 2.51155 .0045643 1.00117950 tori2 
Zscore:  Ori3 417 -1.88952 2.37990 .0127326 .99714691 tori3 
Zscore:  Ori4 417 -1.97868 2.40469 .0180594 .99305980 tori4 
Zscore:  Ori5 417 -2.76494 2.32019 .0049251 1.00387832 tori5 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
  N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Tranformed 
Zscore:  P1 417 -2.45748 2.20372 -.0054270 1.02018852 tp1 
Zscore:  P2 417 -2.71366 2.37317 .0091453 1.00621640 tp2 
Zscore:  P3 417 -3.39129 2.31861 -.0066462 1.00299843 tp3 
Zscore:  P4 417 -3.11303 2.09706 .0092745 .99181832 tp4 
Zscore:  P5 417 -2.60664 2.16386 -.0135098 1.00557409 tp5 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
  N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation Tranformed 
Zscore:  P1 417 -2.45748 2.20372 -.0054270 1.02018852 tp1 
Zscore:  P2 417 -2.71366 2.37317 .0091453 1.00621640 tp2 
Zscore:  P3 417 -3.39129 2.31861 -.0066462 1.00299843 tp3 
Zscore:  P4 417 -3.11303 2.09706 .0092745 .99181832 tp4 
Zscore:  P5 417 -2.60664 2.16386 -.0135098 1.00557409 tp5 
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Descriptive Statistics 
  N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Tranformed 
Zscore:  PL1 417 -2.33431 2.27873 .0032958 1.00287628 tpl1 
Zscore:  PL2 417 -2.32497 2.15890 .0126455 1.00451643 tpl2 
Zscore:  PL3 417 -2.42925 2.20389 .0215730 1.00796016 tpl3 
Zscore:  PL4 417 -2.24605 2.10058 -.0034152 1.00644676 tpl4 
Zscore:  PL5 417 -2.21873 2.12568 .0003135 1.01248633 tpl5 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
  N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Tranformed 
Zscore:  Dis1 417 -2.65513 2.41098 .0065123 1.00116294 tdis1 
Zscore:  Dis2 417 -2.75455 2.42193 .0080971 1.01503133 tdis2 
Zscore:  Dis3 417 -2.55670 2.34036 .0040288 1.00609663 tdis3 
Zscore:  Dis4 417 -2.84495 2.33209 .0133565 .98591152 tdis4 
Zscore:  Dis5 417 -2.65192 2.26570 .0101379 1.02120695 tdis5 
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Appendix G 
 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
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Appendix H 
Generated Model Final Output 
 
Analysis Summary 
Date and Time 
Date: Wednesday, February 17, 2016 
Time: 4:58:56 PM 
Title 
New marketing mix p.069 final use: Wednesday, February 17, 2016 4:58 PM 
 
Notes for Group (Group number 1) 
The model is recursive. 
 
Sample size = 417 
 
Variable Summary (Group number 1) 
Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 
Observed, endogenous variables 
tsat1 
tsat2 
tsat4 
tbl6 
tbl5 
tbl2 
tbl1 
tbaw4 
tbas1 
tbas5 
tpq5 
tbt3 
tbt4 
tbt5 
tbi3 
tbi4 
tud5 
tud4 
232 
 
tori5 
tori4 
tori3 
tori2 
tori1 
tpl5 
tpl4 
tpl3 
tpl2 
Unobserved, endogenous variables 
BRAND_LOYALTY 
BRAND_EQUITY 
Unobserved, exogenous variables 
SATISFACTION 
e62 
e61 
e59 
e68 
e67 
e64 
e63 
e54 
e52 
e48 
e43 
e40 
e39 
e38 
e35 
e34 
R1 
COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE 
e71 
e72 
e73 
e74 
e75 
e76 
e77 
MARKETING_MIX 
e15 
e14 
e13 
e12 
R2 
Variable counts (Group number 1) 
Number of variables in your model: 61 
Number of observed variables: 27 
233 
 
Number of unobserved variables: 34 
Number of exogenous variables: 32 
Number of endogenous variables: 29 
 
 
Parameter Summary (Group number 1) 
 
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 
Fixed 34 0 0 0 0 34 
Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unlabeled 29 3 32 0 0 64 
Total 63 3 32 0 0 98 
 
 
Assessment of normality (Group number 1) 
Variable min max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r. 
tpl2 .010 .985 .050 .416 -1.075 -4.483 
tpl3 .008 .986 .200 1.663 -1.029 -4.289 
tpl4 .012 .982 .060 .496 -1.067 -4.446 
tpl5 .013 .983 .020 .166 -.992 -4.134 
tori1 .002 .953 -.107 -.896 -.870 -3.624 
tori2 .028 .994 .078 .648 -.911 -3.796 
tori3 .029 .991 .034 .282 -.845 -3.522 
tori4 .024 .992 .110 .914 -.990 -4.128 
tori5 .003 .990 -.094 -.787 -1.152 -4.803 
tud4 .029 .987 .040 .338 -1.346 -5.609 
tud5 .003 .990 -.102 -.847 -1.199 -4.998 
tbi4 .001 .985 .166 1.383 -1.163 -4.849 
tbi3 .001 .981 .185 1.544 -1.176 -4.903 
tbt5 .001 .986 .240 1.997 -.994 -4.142 
tbt4 .000 .994 .384 3.202 -.882 -3.677 
tbt3 .009 .980 -.129 -1.077 -.875 -3.648 
tpq5 .005 .990 .056 .466 -1.257 -5.238 
tbas5 .000 .988 -.025 -.205 -1.260 -5.252 
tbas1 .010 .995 -.030 -.247 -1.235 -5.148 
tbaw4 .001 .987 -.054 -.450 -1.090 -4.545 
tbl1 .026 .960 -.088 -.731 -1.298 -5.413 
tbl2 .012 .953 .052 .431 -1.331 -5.548 
tbl5 .009 .993 -.014 -.118 -1.273 -5.308 
tbl6 .010 .994 -.083 -.692 -1.318 -5.492 
tsat4 .001 .986 .454 3.783 -.645 -2.689 
tsat2 .001 .977 .249 2.076 -1.222 -5.095 
234 
 
Variable min max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r. 
tsat1 .077 .984 .456 3.804 -1.058 -4.410 
Multivariate  
    
-.937 -.242 
 
 
Observations farthest from the centroid (Mahalanobis distance) (Group number 1) 
Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
118 47.621 .008 .971 
40 47.235 .009 .901 
181 46.673 .011 .826 
74 45.029 .016 .905 
68 42.676 .028 .992 
58 42.523 .029 .983 
79 42.406 .030 .968 
182 41.965 .033 .968 
43 41.932 .033 .939 
98 40.710 .044 .988 
113 40.502 .046 .985 
217 40.486 .046 .972 
131 40.318 .048 .963 
314 40.280 .048 .941 
158 40.127 .050 .927 
12 39.986 .051 .911 
391 39.986 .051 .865 
67 39.734 .054 .868 
319 39.352 .059 .899 
315 39.338 .059 .857 
162 39.312 .059 .809 
73 39.248 .060 .765 
393 39.134 .062 .736 
56 39.104 .062 .675 
143 39.037 .063 .625 
335 38.879 .065 .615 
135 38.608 .069 .654 
151 38.578 .069 .592 
155 38.439 .071 .579 
310 38.362 .072 .539 
199 37.809 .081 .714 
327 37.780 .081 .662 
26 37.639 .084 .658 
208 37.593 .085 .612 
117 37.494 .086 .591 
330 37.207 .091 .661 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
337 37.133 .093 .632 
55 37.132 .093 .567 
59 37.124 .093 .503 
299 37.082 .094 .458 
57 36.996 .095 .437 
203 36.980 .095 .381 
54 36.958 .096 .330 
331 36.821 .098 .338 
14 36.786 .099 .297 
159 36.784 .099 .245 
373 36.633 .102 .259 
126 36.520 .104 .258 
133 36.307 .109 .304 
292 36.086 .113 .361 
149 36.023 .115 .337 
316 35.973 .116 .308 
64 35.889 .118 .298 
333 35.731 .121 .325 
50 35.671 .123 .304 
213 35.459 .128 .363 
358 35.423 .128 .329 
32 35.283 .132 .352 
154 35.246 .133 .320 
332 35.209 .134 .290 
275 35.119 .136 .287 
128 35.007 .139 .297 
291 34.990 .139 .259 
175 34.984 .139 .219 
160 34.968 .140 .187 
293 34.941 .140 .163 
48 34.933 .141 .134 
308 34.725 .146 .178 
233 34.662 .148 .169 
401 34.452 .153 .222 
397 34.319 .157 .246 
411 34.319 .157 .206 
108 34.259 .159 .196 
124 34.252 .159 .165 
134 34.182 .161 .160 
169 34.178 .161 .132 
138 34.143 .162 .118 
171 34.001 .166 .139 
140 33.899 .169 .147 
274 33.710 .175 .193 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
45 33.596 .178 .211 
398 33.585 .178 .181 
172 33.343 .186 .264 
119 33.188 .191 .311 
322 33.079 .194 .333 
177 33.010 .197 .332 
145 32.958 .198 .320 
70 32.845 .202 .346 
324 32.747 .206 .364 
200 32.730 .206 .331 
201 32.649 .209 .338 
406 32.555 .212 .355 
188 32.555 .212 .312 
305 32.517 .213 .293 
18 32.474 .215 .279 
72 32.469 .215 .244 
139 32.445 .216 .221 
189 32.419 .217 .200 
289 32.263 .222 .248 
147 32.219 .224 .236 
 
 
Notes for Model (Default model) 
Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 
Number of distinct sample moments: 378 
Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 64 
Degrees of freedom (378 - 64): 314 
Result (Default model) 
Minimum was achieved 
Chi-square = 352.005 
Degrees of freedom = 314 
Probability level = .069 
 
Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Maximum Likelihood Estimates 
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Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
   
Estimat
e 
S.E
. 
C.R
. 
P 
Labe
l 
BRAND_LOYALT
Y 
<--
- 
MARKETING_MIX .111 .064 1.748 
.08
1  
BRAND_LOYALT
Y 
<--
- 
SATISFACTION -.045 .133 -.342 
.73
2  
BRAND_LOYALT
Y 
<--
- 
COMPETITIVE_ADVANTA
GE 
.326 .075 4.345 *** 
 
BRAND_EQUITY 
<--
- 
SATISFACTION 1.252 .332 3.769 *** 
 
BRAND_EQUITY 
<--
- 
MARKETING_MIX .121 .082 1.476 
.14
0  
BRAND_EQUITY 
<--
- 
BRAND_LOYALTY .281 .125 2.252 
.02
4  
BRAND_EQUITY 
<--
- 
COMPETITIVE_ADVANTA
GE 
-.125 .086 
-
1.450 
.14
7  
tsat1 
<--
- 
SATISFACTION 1.000 
    
tsat2 
<--
- 
SATISFACTION 1.601 .349 4.588 *** 
 
tsat4 
<--
- 
SATISFACTION 1.149 .274 4.189 *** 
 
tbl6 
<--
- 
BRAND_LOYALTY 1.000 
    
tbl5 
<--
- 
BRAND_LOYALTY 1.090 .217 5.017 *** 
 
tbl2 
<--
- 
BRAND_LOYALTY 1.675 .291 5.761 *** 
 
tbl1 
<--
- 
BRAND_LOYALTY 1.727 .298 5.791 *** 
 
tbaw4 
<--
- 
BRAND_EQUITY .945 .157 6.007 *** 
 
tbas1 
<--
- 
BRAND_EQUITY .734 .148 4.955 *** 
 
tbas5 
<--
- 
BRAND_EQUITY 1.000 
    
tpq5 
<--
- 
BRAND_EQUITY 1.202 .182 6.589 *** 
 
tbt3 
<--
- 
BRAND_EQUITY .720 .145 4.971 *** 
 
tbt4 
<--
- 
BRAND_EQUITY .783 .142 5.502 *** 
 
tbt5 
<--
- 
BRAND_EQUITY 1.082 .167 6.468 *** 
 
tbi3 
<--
- 
BRAND_EQUITY 1.159 .176 6.580 *** 
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Estimat
e 
S.E
. 
C.R
. 
P 
Labe
l 
tbi4 
<--
- 
BRAND_EQUITY .747 .150 4.984 *** 
 
tud5 
<--
- 
COMPETITIVE_ADVANTA
GE 
1.000 
    
tud4 
<--
- 
COMPETITIVE_ADVANTA
GE 
1.221 .140 8.706 *** 
 
tori5 
<--
- 
COMPETITIVE_ADVANTA
GE 
1.246 .138 9.032 *** 
 
tori4 
<--
- 
COMPETITIVE_ADVANTA
GE 
.710 .113 6.275 *** 
 
tori3 
<--
- 
COMPETITIVE_ADVANTA
GE 
.712 .108 6.567 *** 
 
tori2 
<--
- 
COMPETITIVE_ADVANTA
GE 
.608 .106 5.711 *** 
 
tori1 
<--
- 
COMPETITIVE_ADVANTA
GE 
.975 .120 8.146 *** 
 
tpl5 
<--
- 
MARKETING_MIX 1.000 
    
tpl4 
<--
- 
MARKETING_MIX 1.401 .199 7.034 *** 
 
tpl3 
<--
- 
MARKETING_MIX 1.359 .194 7.011 *** 
 
tpl2 
<--
- 
MARKETING_MIX .993 .162 6.138 *** 
 
Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
   
Estimate 
BRAND_LOYALTY <--- MARKETING_MIX .129 
BRAND_LOYALTY <--- SATISFACTION -.034 
BRAND_LOYALTY <--- COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE .465 
BRAND_EQUITY <--- SATISFACTION .834 
BRAND_EQUITY <--- MARKETING_MIX .125 
BRAND_EQUITY <--- BRAND_LOYALTY .251 
BRAND_EQUITY <--- COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE -.160 
tsat1 <--- SATISFACTION .334 
tsat2 <--- SATISFACTION .506 
tsat4 <--- SATISFACTION .389 
tbl6 <--- BRAND_LOYALTY .377 
tbl5 <--- BRAND_LOYALTY .424 
tbl2 <--- BRAND_LOYALTY .633 
tbl1 <--- BRAND_LOYALTY .679 
tbaw4 <--- BRAND_EQUITY .447 
tbas1 <--- BRAND_EQUITY .334 
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Estimate 
tbas5 <--- BRAND_EQUITY .452 
tpq5 <--- BRAND_EQUITY .531 
tbt3 <--- BRAND_EQUITY .335 
tbt4 <--- BRAND_EQUITY .388 
tbt5 <--- BRAND_EQUITY .511 
tbi3 <--- BRAND_EQUITY .529 
tbi4 <--- BRAND_EQUITY .336 
tud5 <--- COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE .554 
tud4 <--- COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE .635 
tori5 <--- COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE .686 
tori4 <--- COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE .394 
tori3 <--- COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE .418 
tori2 <--- COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE .351 
tori1 <--- COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE .566 
tpl5 <--- MARKETING_MIX .487 
tpl4 <--- MARKETING_MIX .682 
tpl3 <--- MARKETING_MIX .637 
tpl2 <--- MARKETING_MIX .468 
Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
   
Estima
te 
S.
E. 
C.
R. 
P 
Lab
el 
SATISFACTION 
<--
> 
COMPETITIVE_ADVAN
TAGE 
.004 .001 2.672 
.00
8  
SATISFACTION 
<--
> 
MARKETING_MIX .001 .001 .603 
.54
7  
COMPETITIVE_ADVAN
TAGE 
<--
> 
MARKETING_MIX .001 .001 .721 
.47
1  
Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
   
Estimate 
SATISFACTION <--> COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE .280 
SATISFACTION <--> MARKETING_MIX .057 
COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE <--> MARKETING_MIX .050 
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
SATISFACTION 
  
.007 .003 2.667 .008 
 
COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE 
  
.026 .005 5.337 *** 
 
MARKETING_MIX 
  
.017 .004 4.279 *** 
 
R1 
  
.010 .003 3.196 .001 
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Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
R2 
  
.004 .002 1.640 .101 
 
e62 
  
.056 .004 13.203 *** 
 
e61 
  
.053 .005 10.385 *** 
 
e59 
  
.052 .004 12.614 *** 
 
e68 
  
.077 .006 13.301 *** 
 
e67 
  
.068 .005 12.919 *** 
 
e64 
  
.053 .006 9.540 *** 
 
e63 
  
.044 .005 8.297 *** 
 
e54 
  
.057 .004 13.069 *** 
 
e52 
  
.068 .005 13.745 *** 
 
e48 
  
.062 .005 13.030 *** 
 
e43 
  
.059 .005 12.291 *** 
 
e40 
  
.065 .005 13.738 *** 
 
e39 
  
.055 .004 13.462 *** 
 
e38 
  
.053 .004 12.499 *** 
 
e35 
  
.055 .004 12.307 *** 
 
e34 
  
.069 .005 13.733 *** 
 
e71 
  
.058 .005 12.397 *** 
 
e72 
  
.057 .005 11.310 *** 
 
e73 
  
.045 .004 10.331 *** 
 
e74 
  
.071 .005 13.592 *** 
 
e75 
  
.062 .005 13.467 *** 
 
e76 
  
.068 .005 13.788 *** 
 
e77 
  
.052 .004 12.264 *** 
 
e15 
  
.054 .004 12.276 *** 
 
e14 
  
.038 .005 8.220 *** 
 
e13 
  
.046 .005 9.441 *** 
 
e12 
  
.059 .005 12.493 *** 
 
Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
   
Estimate 
BRAND_LOYALTY 
  
.231 
BRAND_EQUITY 
  
.750 
tpl2 
  
.219 
tpl3 
  
.405 
tpl4 
  
.464 
tpl5 
  
.237 
tori1 
  
.321 
tori2 
  
.123 
tori3 
  
.174 
tori4 
  
.155 
tori5 
  
.471 
tud4 
  
.404 
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Estimate 
tud5 
  
.307 
tbi4 
  
.113 
tbi3 
  
.280 
tbt5 
  
.261 
tbt4 
  
.151 
tbt3 
  
.112 
tpq5 
  
.282 
tbas5 
  
.204 
tbas1 
  
.111 
tbaw4 
  
.200 
tbl1 
  
.462 
tbl2 
  
.400 
tbl5 
  
.180 
tbl6 
  
.142 
tsat4 
  
.151 
tsat2 
  
.256 
tsat1 
  
.111 
Matrices (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
 
MARKETI
NG_MIX 
COMPETITIVE_A
DVANTAGE 
SATISFA
CTION 
BRAND_L
OYALTY 
BRAND_E
QUITY 
BRAND_L
OYALTY 
.111 .326 -.045 .000 .000 
BRAND_E
QUITY 
.152 -.034 1.239 .281 .000 
tpl2 .993 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl3 1.359 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl4 1.401 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl5 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tori1 .000 .975 .000 .000 .000 
tori2 .000 .608 .000 .000 .000 
tori3 .000 .712 .000 .000 .000 
tori4 .000 .710 .000 .000 .000 
tori5 .000 1.246 .000 .000 .000 
tud4 .000 1.221 .000 .000 .000 
tud5 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 
tbi4 .114 -.025 .925 .210 .747 
tbi3 .176 -.039 1.436 .326 1.159 
tbt5 .165 -.036 1.342 .305 1.082 
tbt4 .119 -.026 .970 .220 .783 
tbt3 .110 -.024 .892 .203 .720 
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MARKETI
NG_MIX 
COMPETITIVE_A
DVANTAGE 
SATISFA
CTION 
BRAND_L
OYALTY 
BRAND_E
QUITY 
tpq5 .183 -.041 1.490 .338 1.202 
tbas5 .152 -.034 1.239 .281 1.000 
tbas1 .112 -.025 .909 .207 .734 
tbaw4 .144 -.032 1.171 .266 .945 
tbl1 .192 .563 -.078 1.727 .000 
tbl2 .187 .546 -.076 1.675 .000 
tbl5 .121 .355 -.049 1.090 .000 
tbl6 .111 .326 -.045 1.000 .000 
tsat4 .000 .000 1.149 .000 .000 
tsat2 .000 .000 1.601 .000 .000 
tsat1 .000 .000 1.000 .000 .000 
Standardized Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
 
MARKETI
NG_MIX 
COMPETITIVE_A
DVANTAGE 
SATISFA
CTION 
BRAND_L
OYALTY 
BRAND_E
QUITY 
BRAND_L
OYALTY 
.129 .465 -.034 .000 .000 
BRAND_E
QUITY 
.157 -.043 .825 .251 .000 
tpl2 .468 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl3 .637 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl4 .682 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl5 .487 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tori1 .000 .566 .000 .000 .000 
tori2 .000 .351 .000 .000 .000 
tori3 .000 .418 .000 .000 .000 
tori4 .000 .394 .000 .000 .000 
tori5 .000 .686 .000 .000 .000 
tud4 .000 .635 .000 .000 .000 
tud5 .000 .554 .000 .000 .000 
tbi4 .053 -.014 .278 .084 .336 
tbi3 .083 -.023 .437 .133 .529 
tbt5 .080 -.022 .422 .128 .511 
tbt4 .061 -.017 .320 .097 .388 
tbt3 .053 -.014 .277 .084 .335 
tpq5 .083 -.023 .438 .133 .531 
tbas5 .071 -.019 .373 .113 .452 
tbas1 .052 -.014 .275 .084 .334 
tbaw4 .070 -.019 .369 .112 .447 
tbl1 .087 .316 -.023 .679 .000 
tbl2 .081 .294 -.021 .633 .000 
tbl5 .055 .198 -.014 .424 .000 
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MARKETI
NG_MIX 
COMPETITIVE_A
DVANTAGE 
SATISFA
CTION 
BRAND_L
OYALTY 
BRAND_E
QUITY 
tbl6 .048 .175 -.013 .377 .000 
tsat4 .000 .000 .389 .000 .000 
tsat2 .000 .000 .506 .000 .000 
tsat1 .000 .000 .334 .000 .000 
Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
 
MARKETI
NG_MIX 
COMPETITIVE_A
DVANTAGE 
SATISFA
CTION 
BRAND_L
OYALTY 
BRAND_E
QUITY 
BRAND_L
OYALTY 
.111 .326 -.045 .000 .000 
BRAND_E
QUITY 
.121 -.125 1.252 .281 .000 
tpl2 .993 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl3 1.359 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl4 1.401 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl5 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tori1 .000 .975 .000 .000 .000 
tori2 .000 .608 .000 .000 .000 
tori3 .000 .712 .000 .000 .000 
tori4 .000 .710 .000 .000 .000 
tori5 .000 1.246 .000 .000 .000 
tud4 .000 1.221 .000 .000 .000 
tud5 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 
tbi4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .747 
tbi3 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.159 
tbt5 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.082 
tbt4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .783 
tbt3 .000 .000 .000 .000 .720 
tpq5 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.202 
tbas5 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.000 
tbas1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .734 
tbaw4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .945 
tbl1 .000 .000 .000 1.727 .000 
tbl2 .000 .000 .000 1.675 .000 
tbl5 .000 .000 .000 1.090 .000 
tbl6 .000 .000 .000 1.000 .000 
tsat4 .000 .000 1.149 .000 .000 
tsat2 .000 .000 1.601 .000 .000 
tsat1 .000 .000 1.000 .000 .000 
Standardized Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
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MARKETI
NG_MIX 
COMPETITIVE_A
DVANTAGE 
SATISFA
CTION 
BRAND_L
OYALTY 
BRAND_E
QUITY 
BRAND_L
OYALTY 
.129 .465 -.034 .000 .000 
BRAND_E
QUITY 
.125 -.160 .834 .251 .000 
tpl2 .468 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl3 .637 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl4 .682 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl5 .487 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tori1 .000 .566 .000 .000 .000 
tori2 .000 .351 .000 .000 .000 
tori3 .000 .418 .000 .000 .000 
tori4 .000 .394 .000 .000 .000 
tori5 .000 .686 .000 .000 .000 
tud4 .000 .635 .000 .000 .000 
tud5 .000 .554 .000 .000 .000 
tbi4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .336 
tbi3 .000 .000 .000 .000 .529 
tbt5 .000 .000 .000 .000 .511 
tbt4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .388 
tbt3 .000 .000 .000 .000 .335 
tpq5 .000 .000 .000 .000 .531 
tbas5 .000 .000 .000 .000 .452 
tbas1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .334 
tbaw4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .447 
tbl1 .000 .000 .000 .679 .000 
tbl2 .000 .000 .000 .633 .000 
tbl5 .000 .000 .000 .424 .000 
tbl6 .000 .000 .000 .377 .000 
tsat4 .000 .000 .389 .000 .000 
tsat2 .000 .000 .506 .000 .000 
tsat1 .000 .000 .334 .000 .000 
Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
 
MARKETI
NG_MIX 
COMPETITIVE_A
DVANTAGE 
SATISFA
CTION 
BRAND_L
OYALTY 
BRAND_E
QUITY 
BRAND_L
OYALTY 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
BRAND_E
QUITY 
.031 .092 -.013 .000 .000 
tpl2 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl3 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl5 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
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MARKETI
NG_MIX 
COMPETITIVE_A
DVANTAGE 
SATISFA
CTION 
BRAND_L
OYALTY 
BRAND_E
QUITY 
tori1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tori2 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tori3 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tori4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tori5 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tud4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tud5 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tbi4 .114 -.025 .925 .210 .000 
tbi3 .176 -.039 1.436 .326 .000 
tbt5 .165 -.036 1.342 .305 .000 
tbt4 .119 -.026 .970 .220 .000 
tbt3 .110 -.024 .892 .203 .000 
tpq5 .183 -.041 1.490 .338 .000 
tbas5 .152 -.034 1.239 .281 .000 
tbas1 .112 -.025 .909 .207 .000 
tbaw4 .144 -.032 1.171 .266 .000 
tbl1 .192 .563 -.078 .000 .000 
tbl2 .187 .546 -.076 .000 .000 
tbl5 .121 .355 -.049 .000 .000 
tbl6 .111 .326 -.045 .000 .000 
tsat4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tsat2 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tsat1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Standardized Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
 
MARKETI
NG_MIX 
COMPETITIVE_A
DVANTAGE 
SATISFA
CTION 
BRAND_L
OYALTY 
BRAND_E
QUITY 
BRAND_L
OYALTY 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
BRAND_E
QUITY 
.032 .117 -.009 .000 .000 
tpl2 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl3 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tpl5 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tori1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tori2 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tori3 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tori4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tori5 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tud4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tud5 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
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MARKETI
NG_MIX 
COMPETITIVE_A
DVANTAGE 
SATISFA
CTION 
BRAND_L
OYALTY 
BRAND_E
QUITY 
tbi4 .053 -.014 .278 .084 .000 
tbi3 .083 -.023 .437 .133 .000 
tbt5 .080 -.022 .422 .128 .000 
tbt4 .061 -.017 .320 .097 .000 
tbt3 .053 -.014 .277 .084 .000 
tpq5 .083 -.023 .438 .133 .000 
tbas5 .071 -.019 .373 .113 .000 
tbas1 .052 -.014 .275 .084 .000 
tbaw4 .070 -.019 .369 .112 .000 
tbl1 .087 .316 -.023 .000 .000 
tbl2 .081 .294 -.021 .000 .000 
tbl5 .055 .198 -.014 .000 .000 
tbl6 .048 .175 -.013 .000 .000 
tsat4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tsat2 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
tsat1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
 
 
Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
   
M.I. Par Change 
e12 <--> COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE 4.898 .005 
e77 <--> R2 6.390 .004 
e75 <--> MARKETING_MIX 4.043 .004 
e74 <--> e77 4.005 .006 
e72 <--> e74 4.887 -.008 
e72 <--> e73 6.538 .008 
e34 <--> e12 4.923 .007 
e34 <--> e73 4.015 -.006 
e43 <--> e13 5.486 .007 
e48 <--> COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE 4.601 -.005 
e48 <--> R1 6.250 -.004 
e48 <--> e12 5.537 -.008 
e52 <--> e14 4.491 -.006 
e54 <--> COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE 8.414 .006 
e54 <--> R1 5.280 .004 
e63 <--> e13 6.099 -.007 
e63 <--> e77 4.338 .006 
e59 <--> e63 4.839 .006 
e62 <--> MARKETING_MIX 4.269 .004 
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M.I. Par Change 
e62 <--> e14 4.162 .006 
e62 <--> e54 8.743 -.009 
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
   
M.I. Par Change 
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
   
M.I. Par Change 
tpl2 <--- COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE 6.373 .225 
tpl2 <--- tori1 4.143 .092 
tpl2 <--- tud5 4.140 .088 
tpl2 <--- tbi4 5.875 .108 
tpl2 <--- tbi3 4.787 .099 
tpl3 <--- tbt3 4.042 -.088 
tpl3 <--- tbl1 5.756 -.099 
tpl4 <--- tbas1 4.393 -.085 
tori1 <--- tbi4 4.501 .090 
tori1 <--- tbi3 4.984 .096 
tori1 <--- tbas1 4.199 .088 
tori3 <--- MARKETING_MIX 4.235 .239 
tori3 <--- tpl4 4.040 .094 
tori5 <--- tbi4 4.613 -.090 
tbi4 <--- tpl2 4.517 .101 
tbi4 <--- tori5 4.947 -.100 
tbi4 <--- tbl2 5.245 -.101 
tbi3 <--- tpl2 5.796 .106 
tbt3 <--- tpl3 4.081 -.093 
tpq5 <--- tpl3 4.101 .092 
tbas5 <--- BRAND_LOYALTY 9.907 -.428 
tbas5 <--- tpl2 6.269 -.115 
tbas5 <--- tbl1 6.477 -.113 
tbas5 <--- tbl2 6.632 -.109 
tbas1 <--- tpl4 5.364 -.113 
tbas1 <--- tori1 4.239 .097 
tbaw4 <--- COMPETITIVE_ADVANTAGE 6.524 .220 
tbaw4 <--- BRAND_LOYALTY 10.112 .414 
tbaw4 <--- tori5 5.372 .096 
tbaw4 <--- tud5 4.075 .084 
tbaw4 <--- tbl1 7.606 .117 
tbaw4 <--- tbl2 5.306 .094 
tbaw4 <--- tsat1 8.527 -.141 
tbl1 <--- tori1 6.513 .111 
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M.I. Par Change 
tbl1 <--- tori5 4.422 .087 
tbl1 <--- tsat4 5.440 .113 
tbl5 <--- tpl3 4.048 -.096 
tsat1 <--- tpl4 5.763 .107 
tsat1 <--- tbaw4 5.946 -.109 
 
 
 
Minimization History (Default model) 
Iteratio
n  
Negative 
eigenvalue
s 
Conditio
n # 
Smallest 
eigenvalu
e 
Diamete
r 
F 
NTrie
s 
Ratio 
0 e 10 
 
-.277 
9999.00
0 
1843.03
8 
0 
9999.00
0 
1 e 2 
 
-.026 1.911 955.655 20 .621 
2 e 1 
 
-.029 1.393 598.148 5 .800 
3 e 0 77.213 
 
1.118 443.621 5 .904 
4 e 0 222.641 
 
.859 392.926 2 .000 
5 e 0 398.949 
 
.755 359.237 1 1.131 
6 e 0 919.771 
 
.518 353.385 1 1.040 
7 e 0 
1717.95
2  
.233 352.085 1 1.084 
8 e 0 
2065.51
6  
.101 352.006 1 1.074 
9 e 0 
2114.33
0  
.015 352.005 1 1.015 
10 e 0 
2084.99
5  
.000 352.005 1 1.000 
 
 
Model Fit Summary 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 64 352.005 314 .069 1.121 
Saturated model 378 .000 0 
  
Independence model 27 1679.019 351 .000 4.784 
RMR, GFI 
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 
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Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 
Default model .003 .944 .932 .784 
Saturated model .000 1.000 
  
Independence model .010 .677 .652 .628 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model 
NFI 
Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 
IFI 
Delta2 
TLI 
rho2 
CFI 
Default model .790 .766 .972 .968 .971 
Saturated model 1.000 
 
1.000 
 
1.000 
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 
Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 
Default model .895 .707 .869 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 
NCP 
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 
Default model 38.005 .000 88.135 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 1328.019 1204.165 1459.366 
FMIN 
Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 
Default model .846 .091 .000 .212 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 4.036 3.192 2.895 3.508 
RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model .017 .000 .026 1.000 
Independence model .095 .091 .100 .000 
AIC 
Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 
Default model 480.005 489.242 738.122 802.122 
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Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 
Saturated model 756.000 810.557 2280.507 2658.507 
Independence model 1733.019 1736.916 1841.912 1868.912 
ECVI 
Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 
Default model 1.154 1.063 1.274 1.176 
Saturated model 1.817 1.817 1.817 1.948 
Independence model 4.166 3.868 4.482 4.175 
HOELTER 
Model 
HOELTER 
.05 
HOELTER 
.01 
Default model 422 444 
Independence model 99 103 
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